The increased application of Emotional Intelligence (EI) in psychology warrants clarification of conceptualization and measurement approaches. Two predominant measures of EI, the Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) and the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi), were compared with bivariate and factor analysis techniques. The absence of common factor structures, pattern of low subtest correlations, and distinct relations to cognitive reasoning suggest that the instruments measure significantly different constructs. It would be erroneous to assume that EI is one unified concept. Implications are that counseling psychologists be aware of the distinct models of EI in order to coordinate effective assessment and interventions.
. Such widespread applications attest to the necessity for valid measurement instruments to evaluate clinical needs and assess the impact of interventions. It is essential that psychologists have an understanding of the existing EI measures and their underlying conceptualizations in order to incorporate EI into their work. Counselors need to make appropriate choices of instruments relevant to their client populations in educational, mental health, and career settings and target areas of intervention that are consistent with the measures.
Some of the challenges in measuring and applying EI lie in its definition. Controversy exists in the field as to the place of EI as a personality trait or set of mental abilities (Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2004; Mayer, 2008; Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2000a; Petrides, 2011) . As different tests purport to measure EI and yet rest on different conceptual descriptions, definition and measurement becomes inextricably intertwined. The evolution of the field of general intelligence (i.e., IQ) over the last century shows a diversity of conceptualizations and measurement challenges (Sternberg, 1990) . In the parallel field of EI, caution must be exercised so as to avoid the pitfall of the adage that was once used to define IQ: (Emotional) intelligence is "what the test tests!" (Boring, 1923, p. 35) .
The two most prominent instruments that have emerged in EI research are the Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) (Multi-Health Systems, 1999) and the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi) (Multi-Health Systems, 1997) . These tests are not only the most developed tools in the field, but also represent two distinct approaches to measurement. The structure of the MSCEIT is based on task-oriented skills such as identifying emotions in pictures, describing emotions, and social reasoning based on emotions. It is a second generation instrument that evolved from an earlier abilities measure-the Multifactoral Emotional Intelligence Scales (MEIS) . The EQi is a self-report Likert scale measure that describes traits and potential for emotionally intelligent behavior and is based on several international samples.
Important considerations in the comparison of these measures are the different formats (abilities measure versus self-report) and the conceptual definitions of EI upon which the tests are based. One would expect that if the tests are measuring the same construct, then convergent validity would emerge through a correspondence between their factor structures and overall results. Normative research with each test has reported correlations between the total scores of the respective measures (Bar-On, 2000; but has not explored the underlying factor structures. An understanding of common factors between measures is important. Once central aspects are understood, then core components of the EI construct can be more clearly defined and its implications for counseling can be more readily applied.
The first formal definition of EI was provided by Salovey and Mayer (1990) and has been refined over the years to become the basis of their current abilities-based instrument. Their current definition is:
The ability to perceive accurately, appraise and express emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth. (Mayer & Salovey, 1997, p. 10) Working independently, Bar-On (1997) developed a construct of EI that is comprised of 15 personality factor components. Bar-On defines EI as: "an array of personal, emotional, and social competencies and skills that influence one's ability to succeed in coping with environmental demands and pressures" (p. 3). Bar-On emphasizes that his model relates to the "potential for performance, rather than performance itself (i.e., the potential to succeed rather than success itself)" (p. 3).
An understanding of the commonalities and distinctions between the MSCEIT and EQi is important for psychologists to better determine the relevance and fit of the respective measures to areas of professional practice. This study will explore three major questions: (1) Are there common factors between the MSCEIT and the EQi that might represent core EI elements? (2) Which components and structures of the MSCEIT and EQi are related to each other? and (3) What are the relationships of the MSCEIT and EQi to general intelligence?
Method Participants
The sample consisted of 130 adults enrolled in college in an East Coast urban setting and included 80 females (61%) and 50 males (39%) with an average age of 24 years. The self-identified ethnic breakdown of the sample included Caucasian (41%), Asian (20%), Hispanic (14%), African-American (3%), and Mixed Race/Other (22%). The participants received credit toward an introductory psychology course for participation in the study.
Measures
Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test. The ability-based test designed by is comprised of 12 subtests that cluster together to form four branches. The test requires participants to perform several tasks that relate directly to the four components of the Mayer and Salovey (1997) definition of emotional intelligence.
The first branch, "Emotional Perception", is comprised of tasks that use a 5-point Likert scale requiring subjects to identify the degree that emotions are present in pictures of human faces, landscapes, and abstract designs. The second branch, "Emotional Integration", is comprised of tasks that use a 5-point Likert scale to compare emotions to various sensory modalities (Synesthesia and Sensation Translation) and the "helpfulness" of emotions in influencing thinking (Facilitation). The tasks of the third branch, "Emotional Understanding", utilize a 5-answer multiple choice format to assess the subjects' knowledge of the combinations of simpler affects within complex emotions (Blends), the change in the intensity of emotions over time (Progressions and Transitions) , and the conceptual relations of emotions (Analogies). The tasks of the fourth branch, "Emotional Management", require subjects read short vignettes and use a 5-point Likert scale format to rate the effectiveness of actions in managing the emotions of the characters in the stories (Emotion Management) and influencing others in interpersonal situations (Emotions in Relationships).
The reliability of the MSCEIT is high. The alpha coefficients range from: Branch 2 = 0.77; Branch 1 = 0.87; Branch 3 = 0.90; Branch 4 = 0.91; and the Full Test Score = 0.92. Structural validity was established with factor analytic methods where the subtests loaded on the four respective branches. The loadings for Branch 1 ranged from 0.50 to 0.99; for Branch 2, they ranged from 0.62 to 0.76; for Branch 3 from 0.55 to 0.83; and for Branch 4 from 0.49 to 0.78 .
Emotional Quotient Inventory. The EQi (Bar-On, 1997) is a 133-item self-report measure that uses a 5-point Likert scale format where participants rate the degree to which brief statements are "True of Me" to "Not True of Me". Examples of such statements are: "It's fairly easy for me to express feelings", "I feel sure of myself in most situations", and "I'm sensitive to the feelings of others". The measure yields a total EQ score, five component scores, 15 subscale scores, and four validity scores.
The EQi has been extensively researched and is based on three samples in North America (combined N = 6,396); and several smaller samples in Argentina (N = 446), Germany (N = 168), South Africa (N = 448), Nigeria (N = 267), Israel (N = 418), and India (N = 235). Cronbach alphas for the subtests across all samples range from 0.59 to 0.90, with many above 0.70 and 0.80. Test-retest reliabilities across the samples range from 0.79 to 0.92 at one month and 0.55 to 0.80 at four months. Structural validity for the EQi is established by factor analysis methods that support a five factor solution corresponding to the five component structure of the test. Convergent and divergent validity is based on correlations in expected directions with various measures of personality (Bar-On, 1997).
16PF B-scale. The B-Scale of the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire is a 15-item multiple choice test that consists of verbal and numerical reasoning tasks. It was validated separately from the other scales of the 16PF and is used independently as a measure of general intelligence/cognitive reasoning. The test-retest reliability was 0.69 and 0.65 after two weeks and two months, respectively, and the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.77. Validation was established through positive correlations with other measures of intelligence, such as the Information Inventory (0.61) and the Culture Fair Intelligence Test (0.51) (Russell & Karol, 1994) .
Procedures and Data Analysis
Each participant completed a demographic questionnaire and then completed the MSCEIT, EQi, and 16PF-B scale in alternating order working independently in small groups. The statistical analyses consisted of two levels of bivariate correlations, first with the total scores, componential scores, and 16PF score, and then with the 27 subtests that comprised the components (12 for the MCSEIT and 15 for the EQi). Factor analysis was used to examine common factors between the subtest variables of the two measures.
Results
Bivariate correlations of the total and component scores for the MSCEIT and EQi are presented in Table 1 Intra-test correlations were as expected with the four MSCEIT branches correlating significantly with the MSCEIT total score at the p < 0.01 level and ranging from 0.75 to 0.84. The correlations between the MSCEIT branches ranged from 0.36 to 0.69 also at the p < 0.01 level. Similarly, the intra-test correlations between the EQi components and the EQi Total were significant at the p < 0.01 level and ranged from 0.64 to 0.88. Correlations between the EQi components were significant at the p < 0.01 level and ranged from 0.23 to 0.67.
The third measure in the study, the 16PF B-Scale, which measures cognitive reasoning, had a moderate correlation with the MSCEIT Total score (r = 0.35, p < 0.01). The 16PF B-Scale correlated respectively with the MSCEIT Branch 2 (r = 0.25, p < 0.01), Branch 3 (r = 0.45, p < 0.01), and Branch 4 (r = 0.30, p < 0.01). The 16PF B-Scale was uncorrelated with the EQi and its components. The next level of bivariate analysis examined the correlations between the 27 subtests that comprised the MSCEIT branches and the EQi components. The significant inter-test bivariate correlations of the 12 MSCEIT subtests and the 15 EQi subtests are presented in Table 2 . The values range from 0.17 to 0.24. Of the six EQi subtests that had significant correlations with the MSCEIT subtests, three (Emotional Self-awareness, Self Actualization, and Independence) were part of the EQi Intrapersonal component, two (Empathy and Interpersonal relationships) were part of the EQi Interpersonal component, and one (Reality Testing) was part of the EQi Adaptability component. The EQi Self Actualization subtests correlated with five of the MSCEIT subtests, which represented at least one from each of the four structural branches of the MSCEIT. The EQi Reality testing subtest correlated with the same five MSCEIT subtests as well as with three more. The factor analysis principal component extraction produced seven factors with an Eigenvalue > 1.0 that explained 65% of the variance. Table 3 presents the loadings for the rotated Quartimax factor solution. This orthogonal rotation method was chosen based on the assumption of a general factor. An oblique rotation was also performed since it was expected that the factors would be correlated. The loadings and factors structure of the oblique rotation did not differ significantly from the orthogonal rotation. In addition, the factor covariance matrix indicated that the factors were not highly correlated. Therefore only the orthogonal rotation is reported.
All of the factors loaded with subtests from only one of the two measures. There were no factors that contained subtests from both tests. Analysis of the factor covariance matrix indicates that the extracted factors were not correlated with each other. The first factor which accounts for 21% of the variance loaded with 10 of the 15 EQi subtests. The second factor accounted for 17% of the variance and included 10 of the 12 MSCEIT subtests. Factors 1 (General EQi) and 2 (General MSCEIT) can be labeled as such, since they appear to represent the separate "general" factors of the respective tests. Factors 3 and 4 represent identified components of each test that did not completely load onto the first two factors. Factor 3 (Interpersonal EQi) is comprised of the subtests of the EQi Interpersonal component and accounted for 7% of the variance. Factor 4 (Perception-MSCEIT) consists of the subtests of the MSCEIT Emotional Perception branch and accounts for 6% of the variance.
Factors 5 and 6 each had only two EQi subtests with positive and negative loadings which makes interpretation questionable. Factor 5 consists of the Happiness subtest (0.73) and the flexibility subtests (-0.70) which might be viewed as a positive mood derived from rigidity. Factor 6 consists of the Impulse Control subtest (0.80) and Assertiveness (-0.58) which might be interpreted as a self-constrained passivity. Factor 7 had three MSCEIT subtests. Blends (0.44) and Analogies (0.55) are part of the Emotional Understanding branch and Facilitation (-0.47) is part of the Emotional Integration branch. Also of questionable meaning, this factor seems to represent a conceptual grasp of emotions without an integrated application of emotional information. Factor 5, 6, and 7 which respectively accounted for 5%, 5%, and 4% of the variance, appear to indicate less adaptive patterns and in all likelihood are not significantly part of the test structures.
Discussion Comparative Analysis of Measures
The structures of the MSCEIT and EQi are notably distinct given the non-significant correlations between the total scores, the pattern of non-significant and relatively low intercorrelations between the components/subtests, and the pattern of the respective subtests loading on separate and uncorrelated factors. Theoretical distinctions are further illustrated by their differences in relation to cognitive reasoning, with the abilities-based MSCEIT having moderate correlations with an IQ measure (16PF) and the trait-based EQi being uncorrelated. Normative studies by the respective test authors did report low to moderate correlations between total scores (Bar-On, 2000; . The findings in this current study further emphasize the assertion by that the tests are "measuring substantially different constructs" (p. 33). This assertion is supported by results of other comparative studies (Livingstone & Day, 2005; O'Conner & Little, 2003) . The disparity between models continues to illustrate what has been referred to as the "elusive" nature of the EI construct (Davies, Stankov, & Roberts, 1998; Ybarra, Kross, & Sanchez-Burks, 2014) .
Implications for Counseling Psychology
The failure to identify common or central EI elements between the MSCEIT and EQi has important implications for counseling assessment and applications. Counseling psychologists choosing to use EI in their work need to decide "which EI" model (abilities versus traits) will be most applicable to their clinical population. There cannot be an assumption that EI is one unitary concept. The trait versus abilities distinction is important to avoid confusion since the term "EI" can represent each of these distinct definitions (as well as other blended EI models) and carry different implications for clinical practice. It is additionally necessary for counseling professionals to be knowledgeable about the varying perspectives since the use of the term EI in the public media has been at times exaggerated or misrepresented (Mayer et al., 2000a) .
The type of data generated by the respective measures must be considered in the context of assessment purposes and targeted clinical outcomes. The abilities/trait distinction would be highly relevant, for example, if a psychologist wishes to use EI measures to assess the effectiveness of a psychoeducational program. If the EQi was used because of the ease of self-report format but the focus of the psychoeducational program was on teaching social-emotional abilities, then the EQi would not likely be sensitive to improvements. Evidence for the program's effectiveness therefore may not be accurately evaluated.
Beyond issues of measurement are the assumptions derived from each EI model and how these assumptions influence client conceptualization and counseling interventions. There are differences when working with a client's traits (which are assumed to be innate) and abilities (which can be learned and increased). This parallels approaches in education regarding individual's assumptions about their IQ, namely the "entity" versus "incremental" beliefs of abilities (Brophy, 2010) . Trait-based models of EI are akin to entity theories where individuals believe that they possess a certain fixed amount of a capacity or characteristic. The abilities-based view of EI is aligned with an incremental theory and allows individuals to hold beliefs about increasing their own abilities. Incremental (i.e., ability) views have benefits for the client's self-efficacy and motivation, with the attribution that EI capacities can be improved. An entity (i.e., trait) perspective implies an acceptance of emotional "set points" and may suggest that EI cannot increase. Counseling psychologists therefore need to consider the implicit assumptions that come with adopting a particular EI orientation that addresses either emotion-based personality structures or an array of emotion-related abilities. Owens, Magyar-Moe and Lopez (2015) advise that clinicians, in positive psychology assessments, examine their constructions of implicit theories of client functioning.
The reciprocal influences between cognitive and emotional processes within a person are a central feature of the abilities-model and distinguish it from trait or blended EI models (Mayer et al., 2000b) . Data generated by the MSCEIT will provide information about emotional abilities (such as recognizing emotions, facilitating thinking, and regulating feelings) that can influence social functioning. An individual's utilization of such abilities, however, will depend upon the specific process-oriented conditions of interpersonal relationships and social situations (i.e., a person may or may not use his or her ability to regulate emotions effectively in every situation). Thus when the focus of counseling is on an individual's intrapersonal and interpersonal "processes", then an EI abilities approach is more applicable. By contrast if the counseling focuses on an individual's "general tendencies" toward behaviors, thoughts, and attitudes in an environment, then trait EI data would be more fitting.
Traditional approaches to career counseling and work adjustment, for example, have been based on a trait and factor approach and the person-environment fit (Niles & Harris-Bowlsbey, 2009 ). Data from the EQi is aligned with this approach as it creates a profile of a client's emotion-related traits and suggests a general tendency toward self-reported emotional-behavioral patterns. A person-environment fit approach to work adjustment would examine the match between these general tendencies in the person and the emotional characteristics of the work environment or co-workers. The EQi can provide an overall structure of the individual's emotional dimensions of personality and predict the general outcomes that may evolve from the degree of fit or misfit with the "personality" of the environment. Trait EI has been examined as an adaptive factor in organizations and the workplace (De Clercq et al., 2014; Greenidge & Coyne, 2014; Schutte & Loi, 2014; Wan et al., 2014) . One can argue that a profile of EI abilities can also inform the person-environment fit, however, trait EI and the EQi tend to be utilized more often than ability EI in work and organizational settings.
Psychologists in clinical and mental health settings may be more likely to adopt the abilities-based model due to its process-orientation. Many forms of psychopathology include emotional functioning as primary or secondary features of the clinical syndrome (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) and consider emotional regulation (a MSCEIT component) as primary in the etiology and treatment of the disorder (Gross, 2014) . Understanding specific emotional ability deficits and examining emotional processes can enhance counseling psychologists' understanding of clinical disorders and interventions more so than identification of traits. Emotional processes are central to dynamic therapy (Plutchik, 2000) and measures of ego functioning and adaptive defense mechanisms are correlated with EI abilities (Pellitteri, 2002; . The cognitive-emotional processes of the abilities-based model would be congruent with cognitive behavioral therapy (Beck, 2011) and emotion-focused therapy (Greenberg, 2011 ) that focus on the same intrapersonal dynamics.
Educational settings can also benefit from the process-oriented focus of the abilities-based model, although trait EI has been examined in relation to academic achievement (Perera & DiaGiacomo, 2013) . Psychological consultants, school counselors, and other educators employing psychoeducational curricula and social skills training can readily integrate the EI abilities model that stands alongside of the development of academic abilities. Pellitteri, Stern, Shelton, and Ackerman (2006) present formal and informal methods of embedding abilities-based EI into school program curriculum and the school environment. Formal school-based social-emotional learning programs are typically designed around ability/skill development, have increased in number, and are becoming more readily adopted (Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning, 2015; Elias & Bruene-Butler, 1999; Topping, Holmes, & Bremmer, 2000; Zins, Weissberg, Wang, & Walberg, 2004) . One program in particular that promotes school-wide program implementation-the RULER approach to emotional literacy in schools (Brackett & Kremenitzer, 2011; Brackett et al., 2012) -is built explicitly upon the Mayer and Salovey abilities model.
Limitations and Future Research
The current study examined a college population in a comparison of the two EI measures. This must be considered in any application of these results toward other age groups and populations. EI measurement tools for adolescents and children are relatively new and are extensions of the adult tests with the same formats. Therefore the conclusions of the trait versus ability argument would likely apply in general to younger and older age groups. Comparative studies of the MSCEIT and EQi to date have examined psychometric properties and predictive validity (Livingstone & Day, 2005; O'Conner & Little, 2003) . A comparison of the MSCEIT and the EQi in clinical populations has not been conducted, but could be a topic for future research.
Conclusions
The popularity in the lay public and misguided enthusiasm for EI (Antonakis, Ashkanasy, & Dasborough, 2009; Mayer et al., 2000a; Matthews et al., 2004) must be balanced by careful consideration of the scientific literature and clarity of the diverse models when promoting or applying EI. The findings of the current study indicate that the MSCEIT and EQi are distinct measures that represent very different EI conceptualizations. The major implication is that counseling psychologists and other professionals who use instruments labeled "emotional intelligence" must not assume that EI is one unified construct. The types of data generated by the respective measures and underlying implicit assumptions of traits versus abilities must be carefully considered in clinical applications. One must decide which EI model (abilities-based or trait-based) is best suited for assessment and clinical goals, and ensure that it matches the intended purposes and orientations in career, mental health, and educational counseling settings.
